INTRODUCTION
Farm-level adoption of genetically modified (GM) crops has increased dramatically since their commercial introduction in the mid-1990s. GM crops have also experienced faster adoption rates in the US than other agricultural innovations such as the hybrid corn (Kalaitzandonakes, 1999) . However, while agbiotechnology is oriented towards products (food and non-food) with a wide range of economic, nutritional and social benefits, it also faces a lot of resistance due to fears about hypothetical risks to human health and the environment 1 . One argument is that the expected benefits of this kind of innovation may be basically private, shared between industry, farmers and consumers (Falck-Zepeda et al., 1999, cited by Traxler et al., 2004) , but the prospected costs seem to be mainly public or at least spilling over a broader audience.
To some extent, the food industry, scientific community and government have neglected the issue of consumer acceptance of GM food. The first generation of GM crops was marketed to agricultural producers on the basis of having important input traits such as disease or pest resistance, offering better performance and cost-saving opportunities to farmers (Marra et al., 2002; Traxler et al., 2004) . Until recently, scientists and the biotechnology industry operated under the presumption that 'sound science'
would automatically lead to consumer acceptance of GM products (Krueger, 2001) and that potentially adverse consequences can be effectively managed through government regulation (Comstock, 2000) .
However, contrary to the biotechnology industry's initial optimism, GM food products have faced mixed regulatory and public acceptance around the world, particularly in the European Union (EU). As opposed to the situation in the health care ("red") biotechnology sector, the agricultural and food biotechnology market ("green" biotech) appears to offer much less growth in Europe, due to a low level of acceptance and to difficulties in the regulatory approval (Champenois et al., 2006) . For example, in Italy, even farmers' associations have mixed positions regarding the issue of transgenic crops, some of them raising doubts about the need of this kind of innovation in an agricultural system facing abundance problems. Presently, except for a GM corn-based beer (whose headline is "Go trans!"), no known GM GM crops entered the food system without evoking major public resistance, there are signs of increased consumer anxiety about the safety of these crops (Priest, 2000) . This is reflected in recent declines in public support for the use of this technology in food production (International Food Information Council, 2004) . Worries about compatibility between GM crops and organic agriculture, or traditional/local unique food products are also widespread.
While GM-derived foods are produced and sold in the US without a label signaling their GMO content, the EU has enacted labeling laws, asking producers to label the food products as GM if more than 0.9% of any ingredient is GM-based. A similar legislation with a 5% limit was introduced in Japan (McCluskey et al., 2003; Chern and Rickertsen, 2002) .
However, even within the realm of plant genetic modification, it is possible that consumers will have different views about use of specific technologies such as plant-to-plant technology and animal-to-plant technology (Onyango and Nayga, 2004) . Moreover, GM animals are generally less supported than GM plants , and the purpose of the gene modification may also matter, considering that biotechnology applications aimed at developing new medicines are seldomly questioned, while the support of the use of the same technology to increase farm animal productivity is scarce (Hoban, 2004) .
Proponents of biotechnology view current consumer resistance to GM foods as being due in part, to the lack of tangible consumer benefits derived from this technology. Consequently, proponents believe that the next wave of food biotechnology innovations, which are expected to bring new and improved products with enhanced quality attributes or nutritional benefits desired by consumers, will see much greater public acceptance than the first generation of GM agricultural and food products (Dunahay, 1999; Riley and Hoffman, 1999; Schmidt, 2000; Feldmann et al., 2000; Gamble et al., 2002; Cook et al., 2002) .
This article examines the factors that affect Italian consumers' willingness to buy GM food products with two different types of benefits: the traditional input trait benefit (i.e., reduced pesticides) and an output trait benefit (i.e. nutritionally enhanced). Probit models are estimated to examine the effect of 1 Little scientific evidence is still available both for stating and excluding damages to health and environment. As an example of this situation of uncertainty rather than risk, the disclaimer of a web site designed to spread a positive image of GM food as food for the future, http://www.foodfuture.org.uk (promoted by the UK Food and Drink Federation), may be cited: 'The contents of the foodfuture website and its associated materials are available for information, research, review, reference and F o r P e e r R e v i e w 3 various factors on consumers' willingness to buy GM foods with or without nutritionally enhanced attributes. A price sensitivity analysis is also conducted and discussed in the paper. The article is organised as follows: the next section gives a short overview of previous related studies, followed by sections about the theoretical framework and survey methodology, empirical model, results, and concluding remarks.
PREVIOUS LITERATURE
Several studies have examined the factors that affect consumers' acceptance of GM food. For example, Lusk and Sullivan (2002) found that consumer acceptance of GM products improved when genetic modification was achieved by inserting an extra gene from the host plant than when it involved a gene transfer from a different plant. Hobbs and Plunkett (1999) found that health, environmental, moral and philosophical concerns about the 'new' practice mainly drove consumer resistance to GM. A number of studies have also found that consumer acceptance of GM foods is related to risk perceptions (e.g., Moon and Balasubramanian 2001; Baker and Burnham 2001; Bredahl 2001 ) and trust in various information sources (e.g., Hunt and Frewer 2001; Balasubramanian 2004, Costa-Font and Mossialos, 2005; Chakraborty, 2005) . In a comprehensive qualitative study using means-end chains, Grunert et al. (2000) revealed that consumers in Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden generally associated non-GM foods with safety and good health. GM foods, on the other hand, carried negative connotations and linked to negative concepts such as uncertainty, unnatural, diseases/deformities, loss of species and ecological imbalance. Although consumers were more supportive of GM foods that provided specific health benefits, product attributes such as improved taste or functionality did not fully compensate the negative perceptions of GM foods. In general, they also found that consumers in these countries held a more negative view of animal genetic modification than plant genetic modification.
A number of studies have also assessed consumers' willingness to pay for GM-free foods. For example, Burton et al. (2001) found that organic food buyers were willing to pay considerably more for GM-free foods than others. Lusk et al. (2001) found that consumer willingness to pay GM foods was related to their concern about GM food products, but was unrelated to their socio-economic attributes.
private study purposes only. No claim is made as to the accuracy or authenticity of the content of this site. FDF does not accept any liability to any person for the information or advice that is provided on this website.' A few studies (Rousu et al., 2002; Jaeger et al., 2004; Lusk et al., 2004a; and Lusk et al., 2005) , 2004) found that the Italian consumers are far less willing to buy genetically modified food, believe much more that it is important to label GM food, and support mandatory labelling more intensively than US consumers. These findings are generally consistent with findings from other studies in Italy (e.g., Saba et al., 1998; Boccaletti and Moro, 2000; Saba et al., 2000; Soregaroli et al., 2003; Harrison et al., 2004; Cembalo et al., 2003; Roselli et al., 2004) . In all these studies, however, the benefits taken into consideration were related to input traits. As far as we know, the only studies that have specifically taken into consideration improved nutritional features obtained by genetic modifications are those by Hu et al. (2004) , using latent class models to show interactions allowing for a trade-off between health benefits and GM attribute of a food product among Canadian consumers, Onyango and Nayga (2004) and by Canavari et al. (2005) . On a limited extent, Chern et al. (2002; 2003) , also reported findings from survey data on US and Norway students and consumers. No other known study has examined Italian consumers' willingness to purchase nutritionally enhanced GM food products.
EMPIRICAL FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY
According to Lancaster (1966a,b) , consumers' choices can be analysed in terms of the product attributes. Consumers derive utility (U) from the characteristics of the product (z) they buy. Further developments of the Lancaster model considered utility to depend om consumers' personal characteristics and beliefs (x) as well. Hence, the utility of the i-th consumer (considering n characteristics) from the consumption of the j-th product (with m attributes) may be specified as follows: This study uses a random utility discrete choice model to analyse the willingness to consume nutritionally enhanced GM foods. Discrete choice models have their roots in the original work of Thurstone (1927) in the context of individual responses to different levels of psychological stimuli. Marschak (1960) viewed utility as the underlying stimulus and applied the utility maximising principle to derive the random utility model of discrete choice. In this study it is assumed that a consumer faces a choice between buying a traditional (T) or a GM (G) variety of a product whose other characteristics remains equal. The GM product is then produced using ingredients from transgenic organisms and provides additional specific benefits compared to the traditional one. Utilities derived from the GM and the non-GM product varieties are given by U G and U T , respectively.
However, these utility levels are not directly observable. The observable variables for each choice are:
-a vector of consumer characteristics (x), -a vector of product attributes (z), and -the choice made by the consumer (y = T, G or y = 0, 1).
It may be assumed that the unobservable utility function is expressed as:
where: -U ij is the unobserved or latent utility level attained by the i-th consumer, -V ij is the explainable part of the latent utility that depends on the levels of the product attributes and the consumer characteristics, under the hypothesis that the effect of all the attributes is the same for all the individuals, and -M ij is the 'unexplainable' random component of utility associated with the choice of the product j attributes at a certain level and consumer i characteristics, that is the part of variance that may be assigned to individual-specific interactions among product attributes and consumer characteristics. In this framework, if the other characteristics of the product do not vary, the different utility derived by consumer i from the consumption of the product j only depend on the level of attribute z i1 (where z i1 = T, G) and by the unexplained error term (Onyango and Nayga 2004) . Then, the consumer i's choice for the GM food (over the non-GM variety) is assumed to depend on the additional utility or disutility derived from the GM product relative to that from the non-GM product. The choice to buy the non-GM/GM product Z i is then modelled as a function of the i-th consumer's attributes as follows: The choice of the variables were made on the basis of existing literature on consumer choice and recent studies on public attitudes towards biotechnology (Hallman et al., 2002; House et al., 2001) , as well as on previous studies on the US consumers performed using a similar approach (Hossain et al., 2004; Onyango and Nayga, 2004) . The following empirical equation is specified to model a consumer's likelihood of choosing the GM food:
where the variables are as defined in Table 1. [ Table 1] In terms of the data, this study uses a national telephone survey of adult Italian consumers. We used a national telephone survey instead of a national mail survey or personal intercept survey due to time, response rate, and monetary considerations. The questionnaire was developed to collect information on the attitudes of respondents towards the use of biotechnology in agriculture and food production and their willingness to buy GM foods. To avoid a lengthy survey, excessive respondent burden, and achieve Specifically, the survey was designed to gather information on: a. public awareness on the use of biotechnology in food production; b. respondents' willingness to consume hypothetical GM foods instead of the conventional daily food, in this case exemplified by cookies and eggs to represent both plant-derived and animalderived products; c. public views about private and public institutions associated with biotechnology research and product development and the attitude towards organic agriculture; d. the respondents' socio-economic and demographic characteristics.
The survey was completed in April-July, 2004. The targeted sample frame for the survey was the Italian adult aged 18 years or older. A random stratified proportional probability sample drawn from about 20 million telephone households in Italy was extracted from an internet-based telephone directory. The objective was to attain a sample size of 400 to achieve a sampling error rate of +/-4.9 percent at a 95% confidence interval for the yes/no answers. Quotas were set to ensure a balanced representation of geographical areas within the country, and the distribution among small, medium and large size towns. In addition, careful efforts were made to ensure that the sample drawn was representative of the Italian population by age and education levels. Each of the 1725 working telephone number was called a maximum of three times, at different times of the week and at different daytimes, to reach people who were infrequently at home or were otherwise difficult to reach. In any case, 599 listed numbers were never reached.
While 433 respondents completed the survey, another 673 individuals refused to participate and 20 respondents terminated in the middle of the interview (then their answers were eliminated). This gave us a response/cooperation rate of about 38 percent. Calculating the response rate using the total number of completed surveys divided by the total number of in-frame sample observations, the final figure is about 25 percent. Since in Italy the issue of GM food experienced a high level of exposure in the media it is important to mention that the refusals were not influenced by the topic, because the topic of the survey (i.e., GM) was mentioned only after the respondent agreed to participate in the survey. The length of the interview was between 5 and 16 minutes, with the average length being 7.5 minutes.
All the interviews were conducted during the time range 11:00-20:00 hours to reduce the risk of an unequal selection of categories. The survey responses were registered into a database and accurately checked for errors.
Naturally, the GM products we used in the study are hypothetical since they do not exist yet in the Italian market. Due to the hypothetical nature of the study, there is a possibility that participants of the survey will provide responses that reflect hypothetical bias. Hypothetical bias is the difference that we continually see in the way people respond to hypothetical questions as compared to real situations. To address this issue, we employed a cheap talk script, which briefly addressed the issue of hypothetical bias to study participants prior to the conduct of the survey (see Figure 1 ). Cheap talk can be thought of as nonbinding communication between a researcher and respondent prior to administration of the consumer survey. As Lusk (2003) discussed, cheap talk has been found to effectively remove hypothetical bias for consumers relatively unknowledgeable about the good evaluated (e.g., Cummings and Taylor, 1999; List, 2001 ).
[ Figure 1 ]
The four key questions of interest in the questionnaire are:
-their willingness to buy breakfast cookies that are derived from genetically modified wheat, providing the benefits related to a reduced usage of pesticides (GMCOOKIE), thus introducing the environmental benefit via a plant-based genetical modification; -their willingness to buy nutritionally enhanced breakfast cookies derived from wheat genetically modified to provide added vitamin E/antioxidant, believed to slow down the ageing effect (GMCOOVIT), thus introducing a nutritional benefit via a plant-based genetical modification; -their willingness to buy eggs from hens fed with transgenic corn, providing the benefits related to a reduced usage of pesticides (GMEGGS), thus introducing an environmental benefit via plantbased genetical modification that reflects on animal-based food; -finally, their willingness to buy eggs from hens fed with transgenic corn and genetically modified to produce low-cholesterol eggs, more suitable for preventing heart diseases (GMEGGCHO), thus introducing a nutritional benefit via genetic modification of animal-based food. After answering the attitudinal questions, each respondent indicated his/her willingness to buy each of the four products described above if it tasted and cost the same as regular product (i.e., non-GM), so that all the choices are made comparing the GM food with the non-GM food. The willingness to buy questions, introduced to respondents in the same order during the interviews, were asked using a binary Yes/No choice 2 . The choices are all made with respect to an ordinary non-GM food, so, even if it is probable that a certain degree of dependance and order effect exist, it is also reasonable to consider the four questions as independent.
Cookies and eggs are selected for the study since they are among the most popular food products regularly purchased and consumed by Italians. Virtually every Italian also knows about these products.
While it is difficult to make direct comparisons between any of these four products, our aim is simply to assess possible differences in consumer acceptance rates among the products examined.
Four probit models, each corresponding to one of the key questions mentioned above were estimated to analyse willingness to buy GM foods.
3 Maximum likelihood (ML) estimation procedure was used to obtain the model parameters.
MODELS RESULTS
As mentioned above, four variables are of interest in our analysis: GMCOOKIE, GMCOOVIT, GMEGGS, and GMEGGCHO. The means of these dependent variables as well as the independent variables are exhibited in Table 2 . 4 The means of the dependent variables suggest that a large majority of the respondents did not want to buy the GM products. When the technology involves gene transfer on plants, the acceptance is slightly higher (32%-39% for cookie product as opposed to 29% for egg product), and the introduction of a nutritional benefit in the GM plant based product seems to convince more people (39%) to accept the innovation. This result does not happen in the case of animal-based food -egg. The acceptance level for these two egg products (GMEGGS and GMEGGCHO) is both at about 2 There are several alternative ways to measure the willingness to buy. E.g. the following scale could be developed: -I would choose the GM product certainly -I would choose the GM product probably -I do not know which one I would choose; -I would choose the traditional product probably -I would choose the traditional product certainly. This would have implied the use of ordered probit (or logit) models to estimate the effects of the factors. However, because of using a telephone survey, we agreed with Louviere et al. (2000) , who comment on the preference for a binary choice setting that, despite the lower amount of information given, it is much more reliable and easier to respond. 3 We also estimated the models simultaneously using multivariate probit but did not get convergence due to the number of variables and observations involved. 4 There are different number of respondents for each choice due to deletion of observations with incomplete information of the variables used in the analysis. i.e. those who have a view on key questions about GM food.
[ Table 2 ]
The parameter estimates and the standard errors of the models are reported in Table 4 . Statistical significance of marginal effects are the same as the statistical significance of the parameter estimates in binary probit models. Based on the statistically significant variables, two variables have a consistent effect across all four models which shows the robustness of the effect of the variables: GMQUIZ and TRUSTSCI. The results suggest that knowledge of science (GMQUIZ) is positively related to willingness to buy all four products. Those who trust scientists are also more likely to buy all four products. Specifically, those who trust scientists are about 20%, 34%, 13%, and 15% more likely to buy GMCOOKIE, GMCOOVIT, GMEGGS, and GMEGGCHO, respectively. Gaskell et al. (1999) also found that trust factors affect acceptance of genetically modified food.
[ Table 3] [ Table 4] As mentioned above, only GMQUIZ and TRUSTSCI variables have the consistent effect across all four models. The other explanatory variables have less consistent effects across the models. Specifically, respondents from large towns are more likely to buy cookies obtained from GM flour enhanced with vitamin E (GMCOOVIT) and eggs obtained from GM hens that lay eggs with less cholesterol (GMEGGCHO) than respondents from small towns. Those from large towns are 12.6% more likely to buy GMCOOVIT and 11.5% more likely to buy GMEGGCHO than those from small towns. Females are about 16% more likely to buy GMEGGS than males. Those who are in charge of household food purchases are about 12% less likely to buy GMEGGS and GMEGGCHO than others.
Young respondents are around 15% less likely to buy GMCOOKIE and GMEGGS than those of mature age.
Individuals with less than middle school education (educ1) are 30% more likely to buy GMEGGCHO than those with laurea degree or higher (educ4). Those with only a middle school education (educ2) are also more likely to buy GMCOOVIT, GMEGGS and GMEGGCHO than those with a laurea degree or higher. These results suggest that higher educated individuals are less likely to buy GM food products.
The reason for this result is not clear. Future research should attempt to decipher the mechanisms through which schooling or education is affecting consumers' willingness to buy GM foods.
The regional variables as a group are statistically significant in the GMEGGS and GMEGGCHO models. Specifically, individuals who live in the south (region4) are 12% to 13% more likely to buy GMEGGS and GMEGGCHO than those who live in region1, which is the longer time established industrial zone in Italy, in which the presence of high-earning professionals, together with blue-collar workers, is more widespread. In contrast, individuals who live in the islands are less likely to buy GMEGGS and GMEGGCHO than those who live in region1. The number of adults and the number of children are positively related to the probability of buying GMCOOKIE. Interestingly, none of the income variables are statistically significant in the models. These findings can be used in designing market segmentation strategies related to the marketing of the specific GM products examined in the study.
PRICE SENSITIVITY
While the findings discussed above provided some interesting insights, we also wanted to find out how few specific prices would affect willingness to buy GM products. This is not necessarily a matter of increased realism since, if the existence of market imperfections in one or more stages of the food chain prevents the transmission of hypothetical cost savings to the consumers, the price seen by consumers is probably not going to be affected by GM (Giannakas and Fulton, 2002) . However, it would be interesting to test if the choices are affected by differences in price. Consequently, we asked respondents their willingness to buy the nutritionally enhanced products (GMCOOVIT and GMEGGCHO) at specific prices different from the price of the non-GM product. Due to the exploratory nature of the study, these questions were not designed to be analyzed as a double bounded willingness to pay model. Specifically, we asked the respondents who answered "no" to the original questions (i.e., same price with the non-GM product: 1.60 Euro for GMCOOVIT and 1.20 Euro for GMEGGCHO) if they would be willing to buy GMCOOVIT and GMEGGCHO at a price that is 10%
lower than the price of the non-GM product. We also asked the respondents who said "yes" to the original questions if they would still be willing to buy the nutritionally enhanced GM product if the price is 10% and 20% higher. The results are exhibited in Table 5 . Interestingly, of the respondents who said "no" to the original question, only 2.70% would buy GMCOOVIT and only 1.17% would buy GMEGGCHO even if the price is 10% lower. This finding reflects the strong disapproval of these group of individuals to GM food products, even with the nutritional enhancement and lower price.
For those respondents, however, who said "yes" to the original question, a vast majority of these individuals (i.e., 93% for GMCOOVIT and 96% for GMEGGCHO) indicated that they would still buy the nutritionally enhanced product at a price that is 10% higher than the price of a non-GM counterpart. At price that is 20% higher, the numbers are a little lower at 61% and 79% for GMCOOVIT and GMEGGCHO, respectively. These results seem to reflect that there could be opportunity to market nutritionally enhanced GM products at a premium towards this segment of the market.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS AND AREAS OF FURTHER RESEARCH
Consumer acceptance of GM foods is a key factor that will influence the future of biotechnology in agriculture and food system. Proponents of biotechnology view the current consumer resistance to GM foods as due, at least in part, to the lack of tangible output trait benefits from this technology. They believe that the next wave of food biotechnology innovations, which are expected to bring new and improved products with enhanced nutritional benefits, will see much greater public acceptance.
Our findings are relatively mixed. For example, contrary to the findings of Onyango and Nayga (2004) in the US, our results suggest that majority of Italians are not willing to buy GM food products even if they have a nutritionally enhanced benefit. However, our survey revealed that more consumers are willing to buy a nutritionally enhanced plant based GM product (GMCOOVIT) than an input trait plant based GM product (GMCOOKIE). Willingness to buy for the two egg products (GMEGGS and GMEGGCHO) are relatively the same. It is not clear why not more of our respondents did not indicate a willingness to buy the nutritionally enhanced egg product. However, previous studies have found that consumers generally disapprove of animal based genetic modification. For example, Onyango and Nayga (2004) revealed that majority of their US respondents are willing to consume the three types of nutritionally enhanced genetically modified breakfast cereal they examined but are less willing if the genetically modified product is derived from animal-to-plant gene transfer technology than from plant-toplant gene transfer technology. Lusk et al. (2004b) also found similar results when they recently examined, using meta analysis, almost 30 studies and 60 valuation estimates.
Our results imply that nutritional enhancement could help increase consumer acceptance of GM food products in Italy but only if it is a plant based food product and not an animal based food product (i.e., if it does not involve use of animal gene transfer technology). While it is indeed possible that the presence of enhanced nutritional benefit in the product could moderate any negative attitude towards use of animal genes to genetically modify plants or animals, our survey results do not appear to support this hypothesis.
More research on these issues is indeed warranted. The findings of our study suggest the relevance of not only examining specific types of enhanced nutritional benefits but also the need to examine specific types of gene transfer technology used in deriving GM food products, similar to those studied by Onyango and Nayga (2004) in the US.
Our results on price sensitivity may generally imply that consumers who disapprove of buying GM food products cannot be easily persuaded to change their mind even with the additional nutritional enhancement in the product and a lower price. On the other hand, our results seem to suggest that there is an opportunity to market nutritionally enhanced GM food products at a premium to those who approve of buying these products at the same price as their non-GM counterparts. However, the focus of our study is more on willingness to buy nutritionally enhanced GM products and not on the willingness to pay issue.
Hence, since our pilot study only considered two types of products and sensitivity to few price levels, more research is needed to assess the robustness of our findings and to definitively determine consumers' willingness to pay for nutritionally enhanced GM products not only in Italy but also in other countries.
More sophisticated willingness to pay studies should be considered in the future.
Our probit results generally provided two major factors that consistently affect Italian consumers' willingness to buy GM products: knowledge of science and trust in scientists. Our findings imply that an increase in these two measures can augment consumer's willingness to buy both input trait and output trait based GM food products in Italy.
Future studies should be conducted in various countries to assess the robustness of this finding and also assess main determinants of knowledge. The present paper is intended as an exploratory analysis on the reaction of Italian consumers to second generation (i.e. nutritionally enhanced) GM food. Several improvements are possible on the theoretical modeling, the data collection method and survey design. A first step should be the consideration of more information on the attitudes of the household's responsible of purchasing food, since demographics has not showed to be really effective in explaining behaviour in many segmentation studies. In addition, alternative methodologies, e.g., conjoint analysis, could be used to capture the part-worth of the GM-attribute in nutritionally enhanced food choice. Furthermore, the stated preference data could be combined with revealed preference data as soon a real marketed product will be made available. 21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 Dep. Variables GMCOOKIE 1 if respondent would choose to buy 500g cookie obtained from GM flour with less pesticide, rather than 500g non-GM traditional cookie at the same price of 1.60 Euro; 0 otherwise GMCOOVIT 1 if respondent would choose to buy 500g cookie obtained from GM flour enhanced with vitamin E rather than 500g non-GM traditional cookie at the same price of 1.60 Euro; 0 otherwise GMEGGS 1 if respondent would choose to buy a package of 6 eggs obtained from hens that eat GM maize with less pesticide rather than a package of 6 non-GM traditional eggs at the same price of 1.20 Euro; 0 otherwise GMEGGCHO 1 if respondent would choose to buy a package of 6 eggs obtained from GM hens that lay eggs with less cholesterol rather than a package of 6 eggs from non-GM traditional eggs at the same price of 1.20 Euro; 0 otherwise Covariates TOWNMEDI 1 if from a medium sized town (>20,000, <=100,000 inh.); 0 otherwise TOWNLARG 1 if from a large sized town (>100,000 inh. 1 if household's total net income is lower than 1,000 EUR; 0 otherwise INCOME2 1 if household's total net income is between 1,000 and 1,999 EUR; 0 otherwise INCOME3 1 if household's total net income is between 2,000 and 2,999 EUR; 0 otherwise HEARD 1 if respondent was aware of the existence of GM food; 0 otherwise Note: Baseline profile: small town; male, older than 54, education university degree; region of Valle D'Aosta, Piemonte, Liguria, and Lombardia; income of at least 3,000 Euros/month. *The five questions are: (1) ordinary tomatoes do not contain genes, while genetically modified tomatoes do; (2) if a person eats a genetically modified fruit, his/her genes could be modified as a result; (3) genetically modified animals are always larger than ordinary animals; (4) it is possible to transfer animal genes to plants; (5) tomatoes, genetically modified with genes from catfish, would probably taste 'fishy'. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 In a moment, I am going to ask you questions about whether you would purchase new transgenic food products at a particular price level in a grocery store.
Transgenic foods are products where, to improve food characteristics, parts of the natural genetic code are replaced with those of others living. These organisms are also called genetically modified organism or GMO.
So you should assume that you are in a real grocery store and that you will choose between products with characteristics that I will explain to you. The purchase is obviously hypothetical for you, but is very important that you tell me what you would do if you were really shopping in the grocery store and you had to pay Euros X if you decide to buy the food product. If you decide to buy the food product, you should ask yourself: do I really want to spend my money this way? If you really did, you should indicate YES to the willingness to purchase question at price Euros X. If you didn't want to spend your money this way, you should indicate NO to the willingness to purchase question at price Euros X.
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